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Tty.MARKS 

Claims 1. 4-10, 12-16 and 19-22 were pending at the time of examination. Claims 1, 8- 
10. 16 and 21 have bela amended. No new matter has been added. The appUcante respectfuUy 
re<iuest leconsideralion based on Hie foregoing amendments and these remarks. 

Claiiii Rejections -35 U,5.C § 103 
Claims 1, 4-6. 10. 12-14, 16. 19, 21 and 22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being mipatenmble over U.S. Patent No. 5.991,173 to Unger et al. (heiemafter "Unger") in view 
of Ainon "Storing text using integer codes," 1986, Proceedings of the ll" conferer,ce on 
Computatioml linguistics (hereinafter Ainon); and farther in view of Storer et al., "IHe Macro 
Model for Data Compression." 1978, Proceedings of the 1 (f Annual ACM symposium on Theory 
of computing (hereinafter Storer). Hie applicants respectfoUy traverse this rejection. 

Claim 1 has been amended to specificaUy state that the method refers to compiling; a 
..„..e nro^am, v^ch is written in ^ ^gh-l evH pro pratriming lansuag g to farther 
define how the differential name is generated, in order to more clearly distmguish the appUcants' 
invention from the techniques described in Unger, Ainon and Storer. More specifically, the 
difiererrtxal name for the encoded program symbol name is generated rH^v. to a base ,vmbol 

. ...t.imn^ scone for the program symbol. Th^ containing scope can be. for 
example, anamespace, apackage, a module, a container object, or a function, which all can 
define an "environment" in which the encoded programming symbol operates. Unger, Amon 
and Storer, on the other hand, describe various methods of te^^ eompressioiv Nether Unger. nor 
Ainon nor Storer, alone or in combination, reasonably teach or suggest the subject matter of 

claim 1, as amended. 

More specifically, claim 1, as amended, recites tlie step of: 
-generating a differential name for the encoded program symbol ^f^ie relate to 
aSe s^bol identifying a containing scope for tiie program symbol, ^^^eremtile 
tSSXs^P^Sed from a group consisting of: a namespace, a package, 
r^Sa container object, and a function, flie differential --ne l^^f ^ 
reduced-size formal as compared to the encoded program symbol name. 

Neither Unger, nor Ainon nor Stx«er, alone or in combination, reasonably teach or 
suggest this step for at least the following reasons. Unger's method of compression compares 
the words of atext file (including m«»mc5fri«ff., decimalpoints, currency symbols, etc.) vn± 
the one or more predetermined dictionaries, and then with a st^lemental dictionary if Ihe words 
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cannot be found in tiie first dictionary (^ca col. 10. lines 23-39). Numeric characters can be 
encoded with a special predetermined "numeric" dictionary (.see id.). As such, the symbols 
described in Unger ate merely characters in a text file and have no function or meaning outside 
of the text file being compressed. Furthermore, the symbols in Unger have no "containing 
scope," since they are all characters in a text file. In contrast, the program symbol names of the 
applicants' invention are not simply characters in a text file, but are more correctly characterized 
as programming references or pointers with meamng outside of the context of a text file. 
Furthemiore, in Unger (as well as in Ainon and Storex), the goal is 1« encode as much as possible 
of a text file to achieve a maximum compression ratio, whereas in the applicants' invention, only 
the program symbol names are encoded and the non-program symbol information is left 
unaltered. 

Ainon does not generate a <^^ffi^ntia1 name re1?>tive to a coAtairung scop ^ as required by 
the claim limitation, but instead a two-byte integer code that represents a position in a word list 
where the word in question is stored. Tie feet that the word list is arranged by base words and 
various forms thereof merely fecilitates finding the proper two-byte integer code for a given 
word in a text to be coded, but does not suggest the notion of containment or generating a 
differential name relative to a containing scope. In addition, claim 1 requires lhat the differential 
^^^^ . ^Hi,neH-si7e format as compared to the encoded program symbol name. Many 
.vords can be represented with two byt^s or less. Thus, the two-byte numerical representation of 
a word is also not necessarily of reduced-size format compared to a word that is encoded, as is 
required. Also, in Ainon, there is always a one to one correspondence between a word and its 
encoded two-byte integer code representation, whereas in the appUcants' invention the 
differential name may vary based on the containing scope for 4e encoded program symbol 
name. Furthermore, in the applicants' invention, the differential names are generated for 

^.^ T—^n,.vmbol names , which is not even remotely similar to coding words in a text. 

With respect to Storer, the appUcants respectfidly contend that replacing parts of strings 
wilh pointers is no more similar to the claimed limitation than replacing words with two-byte 
integer codes, as in Ainon. Rather, Storer merely describes a method for reducing the length of 
strings. The strings do not describe program symbols and do not have any context dependency. 
Thus, Unger, Ainon and Storer merely disclose alternative ways of encoding text, neither of 
which, alone or in combination, anticipates or render claim 1 obvious. 

For at least the above reasons, the rejection of claim 1 is unsupported by the cited art and 

should be withdrawn. 
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Claim 16 is a Beauregard claim coiresponding to claim 1 . For reasons substeixtially 
sixnilax to those set forth above, the applicants respectfully coxxtend that the rejection of claim 16 
is unsupported by the cited art and should be withdrawn. 

aaims 4-9 depend ftom claim 1, and the rejections of these claims are unsupported by 
the cited art for at least the reasons discussed above with regards to claim 1 , and should be 
■withdrawix- 

Claims 19-20 depend ftom claim 1 6, and the «aections of these claims are unsupported 
by the cited art for at least the reasons discussed above with regards to claim 1 6. and should be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 10 describes a method for generating encoded program symbol names in an 
uncompressed foim, and was rejected for the same rationale that was set forth in the rejection of 
claim 1. Claim 10 contains limitations relati»g to program symbol names, base symbols, and 
difSferential program symbol names and formats. Consequently, for at least the reasons 
discussed above with regards to claim 1, the appUcants respectfully contend that the rejection of 
claim 10 is unsupported by the cited art and should be withdrawn. 

Claim 12 depends fi:om claim 10, and the rejection of this claim is therefore unsupported 
by the cited art for at least the same reasons, and should be withdrawn. 

Claim 21 is a Beauregard claim corresponding to claim 1. For reasons substantiaUy 
similar to those set forth above, the applicants respectfully coittend that the rejection of claim 1 6 
is unsupported by the cited art and should be withdrawn. 

Claim 13 was rejected for substantially the same reasons as claim I. Claim 13 includes 
the limitation that the enhanced compiler includes "one or more differential names corresponding 
to the program symbol names." The program symbol names and the differential names have 
been discussed above with respect to the rejection of claim 1 . For reasons substanti^ly similar 
to those set forth above with regards to claim 1, the applicants respectfolly contend that the 
rejection of claim 1 3 is unsupported by the cited art and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 14 and 15 depend ftom claim 13, and the rejections of these claims are 
unsupported by the cited art for at least the reasons discussed with regards to claim 13. and 
should be withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

The applicants believe tiiat ail pending claims are allowable and respectfully request a ' 
Notice of Allowance for this application from the Examiner. Should the Exammet believe that a 
telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this application, the undersigned can be 
reached at the telephone number set out below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 

Frediik Mollbom 
Reg. No. 48,587 

P.O. Box 778 

Berkeley, CA 94704-0778 
(650) 961-8300 
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